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THE U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT: WHAT ARE THE RE-
QUIREMENTS FOR A STRONG DETERRENT IN AN ERA
OF DEFENSE SEQUESTER?

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC FORCES,
Washington, DC, Tuesday, March 19, 2013.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 4:09 p.m., in room
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Mike Rogers (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE ROGERS, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE FROM ALABAMA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
STRATEGIC FORCES

Mr. ROGERS. The House Armed Services Committee’s Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces will come to order. This rescheduled
hearing has been delayed a week, but I do appreciate the patience
of our panelists for the storm that didn’t happen, but we tried.

It is on an important topic, “The U.S. Nuclear Deterrent: What
Are the Requirements for a Strong Deterrent in an Era of Defense
Sequester?” And we have a distinguished group of experts to help
us consider the subject. They are Dr. Keith Payne, Professor and
Head, Graduate Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Mis-
souri State University; Dr. Andrew Krepinevich—did I say that
correctly—President, Center for Strategic Budgetary Assessments;
and Dr. Bruce Blair, Co-founder of Global Zero.

This Nation has some key decisions ahead of it. We find our-
selves in the position of having to recapitalize our entire deterrent
at exactly the time that every other nation is growing or modern-
izing its nuclear forces, but we have absorbed reductions in our de-
fense budget of $487 billion and we are now 18 days into President
Obama’s defense sequester that will take another half-trillion dol-
lars out of our defense budget over the next decade.

Our nuclear deterrent is the most cost-effective and proven
means of promoting peace for the American people and their allies,
but we have not been investing in it in a responsible way. Our real
and potential adversaries and competitors understand this. Russia,
for instance, has tested three new ICBMs [intercontinental ballistic
missiles] during the New START [Strategic Arms Reduction Trea-
ty] Treaty entered into force 2 years ago. The People’s Republic of
China is preparing to put to sea a ballistic missile submarine and
sea-launched ballistic missile and it appears to be readying three
new long-range ballistic missiles capable of attacking the United
States. I note that Russia’s Vladimir Putin tells his people that,
“nuclear weapons remain the main guarantee of Russia’s sov-
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ereignty and its territorial integrity. It plays a key role in main-
taining global and regional stability and balance.”

President Obama, however, says in the State of the Union Ad-
dress last week or last month that, “we will engage Russia to seek
further reductions in our nuclear arsenals ... because our ability
to influence others depends on our willingness to lead.”

Are they both right? I think General Welch, former Strategic Air
Command commander and former Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air
Force, had it right when he said, “the only basis for the idea that
drastically reducing the number of nukes we had would magically
make us safer and help eliminate other nuclear weapons is hope,
but hope is not a plan and hope is not a basis for security. Hope
does not defend us. Leading the world to zero nuclear weapons is
at best a fairy tale.”

There is a rising consensus from General Scowcroft, Secretaries
Perry, Schlesinger, Shultz, and Senator Nunn that the one-time
frenzy of a world without nuclear weapons is little more than a
fantasy, and a dangerous one at that. For example, the so-called
Gang of 4’s recent Wall Street Journal piece is a dramatic shift
from the original 2007 piece. This is welcome. We are at a crisis
point where we must focus on eminent threats from North Korea
and Iran.

So, I look forward to examining these matters today. They are
important to the Nation’s security and they are important matters
as we will tackle in our markup of the Fiscal Year 2014 National
Defense Authorization, and with that, I yield to my friend and col-
league from Tennessee, Mr. Cooper, for any opening statement that
he may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rogers can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 31.]

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM COOPER, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM
TENNESSEE, RANKING MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRA-
TEGIC FORCES

Mr. CooPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank the distin-
guished witnesses. What we have here today is like a battle of the
Ph.D.s, so I look forward to the different testimonies.

Mr. Chairman, I, too, saw the article in the Wall Street Journal
from Secretary Shultz, Secretary Perry, Foreign Secretary Kis-
singer, and Former Senator Sam Nunn, and I had a little more
positive interpretation of it. First of all, I saw four very distin-
guished Americans who were agreeing on a bipartisan basis that
we should at least look at reductions, and these, granted, need to
be done in a balanced and responsible way, but I thought overall
they were very bullish on the prospect that we could lead the world
to a better place, and I look forward to hearing the expert testi-
mony of the witnesses on this subject.

Mr. Chairman, with your consent, I would like to insert my
statement for the record as well as the testimony of General Cart-
wright, who is unable to be with us today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cooper can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 34.]

[The prepared statement of General Cartwright can be found in
the Appendix on page 111.]
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Mr. ROGERS. Without objection, so ordered.

Other members of the committee are advised that they can offer
their opening statement for the record, and with that, we will go
to Dr. Keith Payne for his opening statement that will be summa-
rized in five minutes. Dr. Payne.

STATEMENT OF DR. KEITH B. PAYNE, PROFESSOR AND HEAD,
GRADUATE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND STRATEGIC
STUDIES, MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY

Dr. PAYNE. Thank you, Chairman Rodgers and Ranking Member
Cooper. It is a pleasure and honor to be here. I need to start out
by saying I am speaking as an individual and not for any of the
institutions with which I am associated.

Let me start by noting that there are numerous proposals for
deep U.S. nuclear reductions. They typically are based on an ap-
proach to deterrence known as minimum deterrence, and the basic
contemporary argument is that a small number of U.S. nuclear
weapons is adequate for deterrence because nuclear threats from
China and Russia no longer are plausible and because nuclear
weapons are irrelevant to the priority threat we face; that is, nu-
clear terrorism.

Consequently, so the argument goes, the U.S. can, with little or
no risk, undertake deep nuclear reductions that will reduce nuclear
dangers, advance U.S. nonproliferation goals, and save many bil-
lions of dollars.

My examination of these and other minimum deterrence claims
suggests that they are dubious at best. For example, the claim that
nuclear deterrence is irrelevant to terrorism is false. Terrorists can
be deterred in some circumstances, including by deterring their
state dsponsors, and nuclear deterrence certainly may help in that
regard.

In addition, the promise of substantial savings from nuclear re-
ductions is again false. In fact, the minimum deterrence rec-
ommendation that the U.S. deter with conventional forces in place
of nuclear would likely require a net increase in spending.

Similarly, the claim that U.S. nuclear weapons are of little rel-
evance to U.S. relations with Russia and China misses the facts
that Russia and China both point to us as enemy number one,
make explicit threats against close U.S. allies and emphasize the
great military and political value that they place on nuclear weap-
ons. They are not following our antinuclear lead.

It also is impossible to claim with any credibility that deterrence
will work reliably at low nuclear force levels, nor that U.S. conven-
tional threats can substitute reliably for nuclear weapons. No one
knows if the first of these claims is true, and all evidence suggests
the second claim is false.

Further, deep U.S. nuclear reductions would encourage some of
our allies to go nuclear themselves. While emphasizing our ad-
vanced conventional forces leads some opponents to emphasize
more the great need that they see for nuclear weapons. Con-
sequently, my conclusion is that minimum deterrence is likely to
promote nuclear proliferation coming and going. And the claim that
nuclear reductions will reduce the prospect for nuclear accidents is
contrary to the abundant available evidence, over five decades, that
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there is no historic correlation between the number of weapons and
the number of accidents.

Finally, deep U.S. nuclear reductions would degrade those U.S.
force characteristics likely to be most important for deterrence.
Those characteristics are the force flexibility, diversity, and resil-
ience.

The ability of our force to adapt as necessary for deterrence
across many plausible scenarios and surprising threats depends on
their flexibility and their diversity. Moving to a much reduced nu-
clear arsenal that degrades those qualities is precisely the wrong
way to go for deterrence.

In short, the deep reductions recommended by minimum deter-
rence would not likely lead to the promised benefits but instead
would degrade our capability to adapt our deterrence to new and
future threats, encourage some opponents towards nuclear arms
buildups and to challenge our deterrence strategies and encourage
some allies to acquire their own nuclear deterrence and thereby po-
tentially inspire a possible cascade of nuclear proliferation.

The same evidence that demonstrates the serious flaws of min-
imum deterrence suggests three contemporary and I believe more
realistic guidelines. One, U.S. nuclear forces must be of sufficient
size and diversity to provide the flexibility and resilience necessary
for deterrence across a wide and shifting array of threats. Two, this
flexibility and diversity and resilience of U.S. forces is threatened
as the nuclear arsenal becomes ever smaller. Along these lines,
former STRATCOM [U.S. Strategic Command] Commander Gen-
eral Chilton said in 2010 that to preserve flexibility, we should not
move below the 1,550 deployed warhead ceiling of the New START
Treaty. And three, assuring our allies is as important as deterring
our foes and depends again on our possession of the diverse and
flexible nuclear capabilities that many allies deem necessary for
their assurance.

Let me conclude by noting that my emphasis on the need for a
U.S. nuclear arsenal that is large enough and diverse enough to
provide flexibility and resilience is completely consistent with the
conclusions of the bipartisan Congressional Strategic Posture Com-
mission that was headed by Dr. Perry and Dr. Schlesinger, a com-
mission that was created with help of the House Armed Services
Committee.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Payne can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 35.]

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you.

Dr. Krepinevich.

STATEMENT OF DR. ANDREW F. KREPINEVICH, JR., PRESI-
DENT, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND BUDGETARY ASSESS-
MENTS

Dr. KrREPINEVICH. Chairman Rogers, Ranking Member Cooper,
members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to tes-
tify here today on the subject of U.S. nuclear requirements. First,
let me applaud the subcommittee. This issue, to me, is extremely
important. The U.S. nuclear arsenal is a strategic asset of the
United States. It has been a strategic asset for nearly 70 years
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now, and any decision to make major changes in the size or com-
position of that arsenal merits thorough consideration and study.

From my perspective, the requirements in terms of looking at re-
ductions to the arsenal, they should be examined in terms of our
security objectives, which I view as two overarching objectives. One
is to prevent the use of nuclear weapons in general, and specifi-
cally, against ourselves and our allies and partners, and also to
prevent the use of nuclear weapons as instruments of coercion,
sometimes referred to as nuclear blackmail.

And second, in the event that this fails and that nuclear weapons
are used, to terminate the use of such weapons as quickly as pos-
sible in a manner that best serves U.S. interests.

Now, both the Obama administration and a number of experts,
as you have mentioned, have made the point that these objectives
can best be achieved by significant reductions beyond those to
which we are committed in the New START Treaty. Based on the
analysis I have seen, my belief is that this assertion is open to
question, and my testimony examines two overriding questions
with respect to this issue. First, I am skeptical that a reduction in
U.S. nuclear forces will lead other nuclear powers to reduce their
arsenals or aspiring nuclear powers to forego acquiring nuclear
weapons, and I would cite four observations.

First, so far, there hasn’t been a phenomenon of follow-the-lead-
er. Both United States and Russia dramatically reduced their nu-
clear arsenals since the end of the Cold War, and as Dr. Payne
pointed out, many nuclear powers are modernizing and/or expand-
ing their nuclear arsenals.

Second, to the extent that we reduce our nuclear forces, the issue
of extended deterrence or the nuclear umbrella comes into ques-
tion, which is to say to what extent can allies and partners rely on
a diminishing U.S. nuclear arsenal to provide the kind of protection
in terms of deterrence and also protection against coercion?

Third, we, as my colleagues have pointed out, have an enormous
advantage in conventional forces, something we didn’t have during
the Cold War, and of course we took the lead in the 1950s and re-
lied on nuclear weapons to help offset that conventional inferiority.
Well, now, others are following the leader in a different way. We
have the Russians and the Pakistanis, in particular, increasing
their emphasis, increasing their reliance on nuclear forces, not just
for deterrence but for warfighting purposes as well.

And finally, the problem of unintended consequences. You know,
there is a question that, you know, at what point in terms of force
reductions do we go, and the issue is, do we at some point encour-
age others to follow us and is that a good thing, or do we encourage
others to build up to our level and create a more complicated situa-
tion than the one we have right now.

The second issue is, is would a reduction in U.S. nuclear forces
discourage the use of nuclear weapons, and I cite an observation
by a former French Foreign Minister, Hubert Védrine, who says
the country that possesses the bomb does not use it and automati-
cally enters the system of deterrence and doesn’t take absurd risks.

I have four observations with respect to this issue, which is to
say a reduction in U.S. nuclear forces would discourage the use of
nuclear weapons.
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As I mentioned first, other countries see a use in nuclear weap-
ons beyond deterrence, and specifically, the cases are Russia and
Pakistan, which have integrated nuclear use into their doctrines.

Second, not all decisionmakers who control nuclear weapons are,
I think, what we would consider to be rational or necessarily ra-
tional, and in my testimony I cite a number of instances ranging
from Adolf Hitler to Saddam Hussein, Fidel Casto, Nikita Khru-
shchev, where their behavior would not quite equate to what I
think we would consider to be mature, rational behavior that was
not prone to taking absurd risks.

Third, there is the issue of structural instability, and I will just
briefly mention here, the point that there are some areas in pro-
liferation where even if both sides desire to avoid nuclear use, they
risk, quite frankly, a very unstable situation, crisis and stability,
and finally, an end-player competition. The lower we go to the ex-
tent that we bring others along with us, we have a competition
among many states, and in that situation, we have to rethink the
dynamics given that during the Cold War we had a two-state com-
petition.

So, very briefly, it seems to me that while there is general agree-
ment on the basic security objectives that we ought to be pursuing,
the devil is in the details, and there is a great divergence of opinion
as to how best to achieve these objectives, and what I see is a re-
markable lack of thinking about prospective real-world situations.
A lot of abstract thinking, very little real-world thinking, what I
would call thinking that is associated with what the Defense De-
partment would call it an assessment, and it is this kind of think-
ing, I think, that is really needed before we take big steps in terms
of altering the size and structure of our nuclear forces.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Krepinevich can be found in the
Appendix on page 49.]

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Dr. Krepinevich.

Dr. Blair is recognized 5 minutes to summarize his opening
statement.

STATEMENT OF DR. BRUCE G. BLAIR, PRESIDENT, WORLD
SECURITY INSTITUTE

Dr. BrAlR. Thank you, Congressman Rogers and Congressman
Cooper, and other distinguished members, for inviting me here
today. I am very honored and pleased to testify before you.

My bottom line judgment is that continuing U.S. nuclear reduc-
tions would produce substantial benefits and carry no risks.

The Global Zero Commission report issued last year by General
Cartwright and others, including Senator Hagel, recommended a
force of 900 total nuclear weapons, an 80-percent reduction from
the current stockpile, and assessed that force to be more than ade-
quate to meet strategic requirements. As General Cartwright put
it, “this would not be a small nor humble force designed for mini-
mal deterrence. It would hold at risk all of the major categories of
facilities in all countries considered to pose a potential WMD
[Weapon of Mass Destruction] threat to the United States.”

Nine hundred total weapons is not a small arsenal. Sometimes
we lose perspective on these things. Nine hundred weapons possess
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enormous destructive power, far more than necessary to impress
any potential rational foe. For the irrational foes, such as fanatical
terrorists, the level of American nuclear armaments would make
little or no difference at all.

So why are these deep cuts possible and what are the benefits?
First and foremost, obviously, the Cold War ended 20 years ago.
The requirements of deterrence are obviously much lower between
countries that are no longer enemies and that no longer believe ei-
ther side intends to attack the other.

The decline of mutual threat in our primary relationship over the
last 25 years has enabled our two countries to achieve unprece-
dented levels of cooperation and mutual benefits in a multitude of
areas, including cutting their nuclear stockpiles by 75 percent since
the end of the Cold War, but these legacy arsenals remain still very
large and there is ample room for further cuts.

Second, reducing the nuclear stockpiles feeds on itself in a posi-
tive way. As both sides reduce their nuclear arms, nuclear-related
targets go away along with the need to hold them at risk, so this
is a dynamic that has resulted in massive reductions in weapons
and targets and greatly undercut the rationale for new weapons.

Gentlemen, we have literally reversed the arms race.

Third, smart targeting has made further nuclear possible cuts
without sacrificing any coverage. I will give you just one example.
Not very long ago, our nuclear targeteers were planning to lay
down 10 weapons on one very high value command and control tar-
get, command post. Today, they have, as a result of an intelligence
breakthrough, managed to figure out how to target that facility
with two weapons.

As it was noted, we also have conventional superiority that has
reduced our reliance on nuclear weapons. They have given us use-
able options, much more useable than nuclear weapons, increasing
our credibility in dealing with threats that previously required a
nuclear response and created yet more room for further reductions.

Fourth, this conventional rebalancing has really strengthened
the credibility of our extended deterrence to allies such as South
Korea. Remember, South Korea, up until the 1980s, needed help
from U.S. tactical nuclear weapons to deal with the North’s artil-
lery threat. Today, South Korea has conventional superiority over
the North, and the need for U.S. nukes for warfighting on the Pe-
ninsula has essentially gone by the boards.

The North’s fledgling threat has, of course, revised somewhat the
need to wave our nuclear umbrella over the allies, but don’t forget,
we just possess overwhelming nuclear superiority over the North,
and even after deep cuts, that will remain.

Fifth, the continuing reduction presents opportunities for re-
configuring our strategic forces and our posture in ways that really
strengthen stability. Let me give you an example. A key benefit is
that cyber warfare threats, which are growing, can be mitigated as
a result. By eliminating forces that have to be maintained on once
ready alert, like the Minuteman [LLGM-30 intercontinental ballistic
missile] forces, and by eliminating our reliance on launch on warn-
ing to protect those forces, we can completely eliminate the danger
that exists today that unauthorized actors could trigger a launch
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that was not intended or block the execution of a legitimate launch
ordered from the President.

Six, continuing reductions, even deep cuts, are not expected to
stimulate China or other countries to rush to parity. That is, I
think, the prevailing assessment of the intelligence community. In
the case of China, General Kehler recently testified that, “I do not
see, nor has the intelligence community reported to me that China
is seeking to have some kind of numeric parity with the United
States or with Russia.”

Of course, you know, an effort to rush to parity is possible,
though very unlikely. In such an event, it would be easily detect-
able, would take many years, and we could adjust accordingly.

It would be extremely beneficial if continuing reductions in the
U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals bring China and the other nu-
clear weapons countries to the negotiating table. That is an impor-
tant goal for this country. A multilateral negotiations must be initi-
ated soon to address the multitude of nuclear dangers that exist
outside the U.S.-Russia relation in places like South Asia.

Seventh, and I am coming to the end here, continuing U.S. nu-
clear arms reductions would affirm the U.S. support for the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, which continues to be, in my view, an indis-
pensable tool in the international community’s effort to prevent
and roll back proliferation.

The days of U.S. and Russian lip service to the disarmament
clause of the treaty are over if they hope to preserve and strength-
en this treaty in the face of growing proliferation pressures around
the world.

Mr. ROGERS. Dr. Blair, you need to wind it down. You have gone
about 2 minutes over.

Dr. BLAIR. Okay. Thank you. I just have one paragraph.

Last, this hearing seeks to set priorities for the U.S. program
under sequestration. I would argue that the size of the U.S.—that
we have plenty of time and margin here, that the size of the U.S.
arsenal and scale of its reduction or modernization are less impor-
tant than the operational postures today of the forces and the cohe-
sion of the system of command and control.

My first priority would be to ensure a full-scale, thorough review
of cyber security of all nuclear networks to identify and remove
cyber warfare threats that could compromise the integrity of these
networks, that is my first priority. It is essential not to sacrifice
this on the altar of sequestration.

And lastly, my second priority under sequestration would be to
secure and dispose of excess surplus, weapons-grade nuclear mate-
rials around the world.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Blair can be found in the Appen-
dix on page 69.]

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Dr. Blair.

We now turn to questions. Each member will be allowed 5 min-
utes, and I will start with the questions myself.

Dr. Blair, you just made reference to General Kehler’s testimony
in which he said that China was not, based on his exposure to in-
telligence, “rushing” to parity with the United States. Would you
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acknowledge that China is expending a larger percentage of their
GDP in missile system technology than we are?

Dr. BLAIR. I don’t know.

Mr. ROGERS. Would you acknowledge that their volume of tac-
tical regional weapons far exceeds our capacity?

Dr. BLAIR. Yes

Mr. ROGERS. China’s.

Dr. BLAIR [continuing]. I would dispute that. I think the total
size of the Chinese arsenal is in the range of—there is a debate on
this, I think, but the debate is whether the total arsenal is

Mr. ROGERS. How about Russia’s?

Dr. BLAIR [continuing]. Low hundreds or mid hundreds.

Mr. ROGERS. How about Russia’s?

Dr. BrLAIR. 150. So we have 700 tactical nuclear weapons. China
has far fewer than that.

Mr. ROGERS. What about Russia’s?

Dr. BrAIR. Russia probably has on the range of 1,500 to
2,000——

Mr. ROGERS. Compared to ours.

Dr. BLAIR [continuing]. Deployed tactical nuclear weapons com-
pared to our 700. We have a comparable advantage in reserve stra-
tegic weapons.

Mr. ROGERS. Would you agree that Russia is spending a larger
percent of their GDP on missile system technology than we are, ca-
pability?

Dr. BLAIR. I would question that.

Mr. ROGERS. The answer is “yes.” The answer is “yes” on China
and answer is “yes” on Russia.

Dr. BrAIR. I still would question that. I would have to go back
and study that. Let me make a point about that. The United States
spends more on intelligence alone every year than the entire Rus-
sian defense budget.

Mr. ROGERS. My point in talking about the percentage of GDP
spent on missile capability:

Dr. BLAIR. But, sir

Mr. ROGERS [continuing]. Is certainly an indicator of their intent
and their seriousness about the technology.

Dr. BLAIR. I don’t think that is very good indication.

Mr. ROGERS. Dr. Blair, your report that you made reference in
your testimony, you say, was based on considerable detailed anal-
ysis. Would you make this detailed analysis available to this com-
mittee?

Dr. BLAIR. Sorry, detailed analysis of?

Mr. ROGERS. For your report that you referenced in your testi-
mony. You say it is based on considerable detailed analysis. Would
you make that analysis available to this committee?

Dr. BrAIR. I think the report itself, which is 22 pages long, is
fairly detailed.

Mr. ROGERS. So that is the analysis you are making reference to.
You say in the report itself it is based on analysis. I would assume
that means a body of evidence.

Dr. BLAIR. The report is based on analysis and the deliberation
of a distinguished group of authors, including former head of stra-
tegic command, including Senator Hagel now Secretary of Defense.
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Mr. ROGERS. The reason why I am asking is because when I look
at your report, about half the footnotes are footnotes referencing
your own writings. Why is that?

Dr. BLAIR. Because I have done the most analytical and scholarly
work in this area.

Mr. ROGERS. Are there other experts that you relied on?

Dr. Brair. Well, those footnotes refer to many, many other ex-
perts’ analyses.

Mr. ROGERS. That supported your views, the other experts?

Dr. BLAIR. Some do, some don’t.

Mr. ROGERS. Okay. Dr. Blair, general officers from the current
Commander of STRATCOM, General Kehler, to the former Com-
mander of STRATCOM, General Kevin Chilton, Lieutenant Gen-
eral Kowalski to retired Major General Chambers and many others
who are recently part of the senior leadership of the Department
of Defense have rejected Global Zero’s recommendations, and I will
insert a staff paper into the record on that point without objection.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on
page 126.]

Mr. ROGERS. What do you know about the subject matter that
these general officers don’t know?

Dr. BLAIR. I think the argument stands on its face, Congressman.
You can read through it. I just gave my testimony. If you find that
the logic and the arguments and the points don’t stand up to your
scrutiny or anyone else’s, I am happy to have that debate, but I
made the case for why, and General Cartwright and others sub-
scribe to this, why a 900-nuclear-weapons force is not a small mini-
mal deterrent force.

Mr. ROGERS. Dr. Payne, would you care to comment as to why
you believe those commanding generals differ with the findings of
the report?

Dr. PAYNE. Well, because I believe that they are in consensus
that they need to protect the flexibility, the resilience, the adapt-
ability of the nuclear arsenal, and going down to very low numbers,
such as is recommended in that report, has a number of casualties,
but one of the casualties of going down to very low numbers tends
to be exactly the flexibility and the resilience of the U.S. nuclear
arsenal. And even if one can claim rightly that the U.S. nuclear ar-
senal can deter today at some set number, even if you grant that,
the question is whether you can deter next year, the year after
that, and 10 years from now. And the need for flexibility and resil-
ience in the arsenal comes exactly from that. We need to be able
to deter over the next two decades, and those characteristics of the
arsenal are directly related to its size and its diversity. So I believe
that the commanders of STRATCOM are interested in preserving
the diversity of the U.S. arsenal so that we can safeguard our abil-
ity to deter war.

Mr. ROGERS. Dr. Krepinevich, do you care to comment as to why
those gommanding generals would differ with their findings of the
report?

Dr. KREPINEVICH. Well, Mr. Chairman, I don’t know why they
would. On the other hand, I would like to think that perhaps their
logic included considerations along the lines of it is probably a lot
easier to reduce the size of nuclear forces than to build them back



11

up again. I think there will be a real prejudice against that, par-
ticularly given our financial situation right now and the fact that
it is not likely to be resolved anytime soon.

Second, as Dr. Payne said, I think you have to look long-term.
We don’t make changes in our nuclear arsenal overnight, and when
you are thinking about what kind of a nuclear force you need, 5
or 10 years out into the future is not a long way to look.

And I would say the third has to do with what kind of contin-
gencies do we see our nuclear forces being brought to bear, and we
are so far away from the Cold War, and you know, during the Cold
War, we eventually got to the point where it was us and the Sovi-
ets and it was Armageddon, and you know, once it started, there
wasn’t, you know, much sense thinking about a world after or a
day after.

Now, I think you can look at a range of plausible contingencies,
and certainly that’s been my experience in talking with senior mili-
tary leaders and senior officials both in this Administration and
the last administration. There is a—there are a range of contin-
gencies, and it is not Armageddon, it is not us and the Russians,
and until you think through those contingencies and until you
think through the fact that, as Dr. Blair, I think, pointed out in
his study, there is some—I wouldn’t go as far as he would, but
there is some potential substitutability of precision conventional
weapons and cyber weapons for targets that we used to reserve for
nuclear weapons. Missile defenses are much more capable now
than they were a generation ago.

We have things like directed energy where remarkable progress
is being made, and until you really think through those contin-
gencies and look at the dynamics, the steady state dynamics, the
crisis dynamics, and even the warfighting dynamics, because there
can be conflicts between other countries, think India-Pakistan, God
forbid, Israel and Iran, where we would have to look at that as a
third party and try and determine how to keep maybe a crisis from
getting out of control, and if it does, how to stop the bleeding, and
also, quite frankly, what the world looks like the day after.

So, I would like to think, having talked most recently to General
Kehler about these kinds of scenarios, that, you know, that is
where the effort is right now, and if so, then I applaud it.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much. The Chair now recognizes
the ranking member for any questions he may have.

Mr. CooPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know that this sub-
committee, as currently constituted, is in its early days, but I am
somewhat disappointed in the adversarial tone that I heard in your
comments so far in this hearing. I hope this is not an indication
of forthcoming behavior because I know we are both from the same
region, we know what good manners are like, and all of these wit-
nesses have been kind enough to come, some on short notice, and
there was a rescheduling involved as well, so I hope that we can
approach these vitally important national issues with an air of ci-
vility and calm as we approach some very serious decisions here.

I am curious because I think this Global Zero cause has been
misnamed. It sounds like it should have been called like Global
900, and the cause on the other side should perhaps be called, I
don’t know, what Global 30,000 or Global 20,000 or Global 10,000,
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you know, some much larger number. The number we are at right
now, given the curious counting rule, seems to be 1,550, and surely
no one thinks that is a perfect number.

So, as Dr. Krepinevich just mentioned with the advances in con-
ventional, cyber and missile defense technologies, we need to con-
tinually revise the effectiveness of what arsenal we have, and he
also noted, I thought quite wisely, that whatever arsenal we have,
maybe we should pay for. So, our adversaries are not unaware of
that defense sequestration or inability to pay for even the recent
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

So, I think a comprehensive and calm look at this would indicate
that let’s figure out whether 900 or 1,000 or 1,100 or some number
like that is an appropriate number. And it is a little bit awkward
to have these hearings in an open setting, but I am kind of curious,
I thought Dr. Blair gave an excellent list of possible uses for the
weapons we have got, and I would like to ask Dr. Payne and Dr.
Krepinevich which targets, in addition to those that Dr. Blair men-
tioned, are essential to be targeted and unable to be targeted with
an arsenal of 900 weapons.

Dr. Payne, do you want to go first?

Dr. PAYNE. Yeah, let me start off by saying that the counter or
the opposite poll of 900 weapons certainly doesn’t need to be 10,000
or 30,000.

Mr. CooPER. Well, what number do you propose?

Dr. PAYNE. Well, when I was in the Pentagon, the range that we
reached, following a good bit of analysis, was 1,700-2,200, which
became the basis for the Moscow treaty.

Mr. CoOPER. Was there any opposition to that reduction when
you made that recommendation?

Dr. PAYNE. It became a formal treaty and received——

Mr. COOPER. But there was some opposition to it.

Dr. PAYNE. The opposition was not great, let’s put it that way.
So that the distinction between those who are favorable towards
nuclear zero and those who are skeptical isn’t the difference be-
tween 900 weapons and 10- or 30,000 weapons.

Mr. CooPER. Why don’t we call it Nuclear 900 at least during my
questioning?

Dr. PAYNE. Yes, sir. And let me also add that General Chilton
in 2010 gave a number that he said he would be more comfortable
with to preserve flexibility of the U.S. arsenal and that was 1,550,
so those are the ranges that folks are talking about at this point,
sir.

And then you asked the question about what kind of capability
might the United States need for deterrence purposes.

Mr. COOPER. I said what additional targets.

Dr. PAYNE. Yeah. Well, in a sense, the answer to that question
is, it depends on what kind of threat is necessary to deter oppo-
nents, and those kind of threats, that kind of information can
change over time. Harold Brown, back during the Cold War, said
the kind of capabilities we need to deter the Soviet Union hap-
pened to be political leadership, military capabilities. Those in-
cluded very deeply buried targets. So the kind of weapons that
were necessary to threaten in those days had to be able to threaten
those kind of targets. In the future there may be any number of
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different types of targets that need to be threatened for deterrence
purposes.

Mr?. COOPER. Dr. Krepinevich, do you have a more specific an-
swer?

Dr. KREPINEVICH. I am not a nuclear targeteer, Congressman,
but what I would say, and I think this is where Dr. Blair has been
trying to help, is I am reminded of a quote from a British admiral,
Jackie Fisher, who once said a lot of folks want to know how big
the British Navy ought to be and what kind of ships we ought to
have in it. He said the first thing you have to do is make up your
mind how you are going to fight. He said, how many of us have
made up our mind how we are going to fight? And then he said,
how many of us even have minds? So he was being pretty sarcastic
at the moment. But the point here is how are you going to deter,
and if deterrence fails, how are you going to fight?

And Dr. Payne points out that deterrence lies in the eye of the
beholder, so on the one hand you have to—and we devoted an enor-
mous amount of effort and thinking during the Cold War to under-
standing how the Soviet leadership calculated cost and benefit and
risk. In fact, Kissinger in the late ’60s and early ’70s, when he was
the NSC [National Security Council] advisor, the thing that he was
most interested in getting from the intelligence community were
the psychological profiles of the Soviet leadership. So that is point
number one.

And do we, you know, do we have that understanding, and you
know, if you have the understanding of China in 2009, well, there
is a new leadership in today, and as we know from our own leader-
ship, you know, every leader is different, so have we a good under-
standing of how other nuclear powers calculate cost, benefit, and
risk so we have a good idea of what is required to deter them, first.

Second, if you look at Dr. Blair’s report and the targeting list,
again, I would be interested to know is that the target list for
March 2013, because if we look at China, for example, China may
have 100 nuclear weapons, they may have 500. The former com-
mander of the Russian Strategic Rocket Forces, General Yesin,
says he thinks they have 750 but maybe over 1,000. So how con-
fident are we that we know how many targets there are in China
that we need to hold at risk, and how easy is it to hold a Chinese
mobile missile launcher at risk? We played that game at close
range in the first Gulf War and didn’t have much success, so there
is that issue.

There is the issue of breakout. We used to worry a lot about
breakout during the Cold War, which is why the SALT [Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks] treaties limited launchers because we
knew we couldn’t count the warheads. Well, the Chinese have not
only a lot of launchers but a lot of missiles that now carry—or are
armed with conventional warheads. Do we worry about whether
they can swap those out in place of nuclear warheads and in effect
what during the Cold War we describe as breakout?

So, again, I really do think, you know, it is a case of really sitting
down and trying to think through the problem in a very careful
way, given the stakes that are involved, not only in terms of secu-
rity, but as you point out, Congressman, in terms of resources that
are increasingly scarce before we decide, even within a ballpark fig-
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ure, you know, what kind of nuclear posture we want and of course
what kind of risk we are willing to take that is associated with that
posture.

Mr. COOPER. My time is limited. The chairman has already been
very indulgent, but Dr. Kissinger said, I think, that even paranoids
sometimes have real enemies, but he just joint-authored this article
which said that Washington—this is a quote, “Washington should
carefully examine going below New START levels of warheads and
launchers.” So that sounds like an indication that we should care-
fully examine this issue. The perfect number isn’t determined yet,
but here is Dr. Kissinger on record with George Shultz saying we
should seriously consider this, so that is what this subcommittee
is trying to do, and I think the more specific answers we can get
on targeting and capabilities the better.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your indulgence.

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman. Gentleman, Mr. Nugent, is
recognized for 5 minutes for any questions he may have.

Mr. NUGENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. I thank
the panel for being here. It is always good to hear divergent ideas.
It is not a bad thing for all of us. But to Dr. Blair, I know that
you mentioned in your report, particularly as it relates to Senator
Hagel, then-Senator Hagel, and in particular with regards to the
presidential directives negotiated in another round of bilateral
arms reduction talks were implemented unilaterally, and Secretary
of Defense, then Senator Hagel stated during his confirmation
hearing, “I don’t agree with any recommendation that would uni-
laterally take any action to further reduce our nuclear warheads
and our capability. Every option we must look at, a reaction we
must take to reduce warheads or anything should be bilateral and
should be verifiable and negotiated.”

Do you agree with that?

Dr. BLAIR. I do, and as a matter of fact, the analysis that we
went through, which by the way, involved Tom Pickering, who was
ambassador to Russia who knows a fair amount about the Russian
leadership and the scene in Russia, that analysis proceeded on the
assumption that we really needed to tighten up our treaty process
to include all nuclear weapons so that some of these unknowns
that are floating out there, tactical weapons owned by China or by
Russia that have completely escaped previous regulation are now
put in the basket, negotiated, verified, and monitored. You know,
all these dramatic reductions that we have achieved since Ronald
Reagan started the process in the 1980s have dropped from 70,000
weapons between us and the Soviets, down to about 16,000 be-
tween us today, have all been—the vast bulk of those reductions
have been achieved unilaterally. There has never been any arms
control agreement that has regulated the total stockpile of weapons
in any country.

Mr. NUGENT. If I could

Dr. BLAIR. So these dramatic reductions have been based on
unilateralism. What we are trying to do in this report is say let’s
put all the weapons into a basket

Mr. NUGENT. Well, if I could claim my time.

Dr. BLAIR [continuing]. And all the rest, and negotiate their re-
ductions and closely verify and monitor them.
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Mr. NUGENT. That is the key, verification. Are we in fact
verifying our last treaty with Russia?

Dr. BLAIR. Of course.

Mr. NUGENT. There has been no slip on verification.

Dr. BLAIR. The last testimony I heard from authorities in this
area, including General Kehler and Rose Gottemoeller who nego-
tia